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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)[3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 23 January 2004 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) £3 Claim(s) 1-32 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E3 Claim(s) U32 is/are rejected. 
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8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-15 and 27-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Jones et al. (US 6,879,600) (hereinafter Jones). 

Regarding claims 1, 3, 5, and 10, Jones discloses a method and system for 
intersystem wireless communication session arbitration (title). In the scope of the 
invention, a mobile station may communicate in either a first access system according 
to a first protocol mode or a second access system according to a second protocol 
mode (plurality of wireless protocol links) (column 11, lines 16-25). To select which 
mode to use the mobile employs one or more rules or policies referred to as arbitration 
policies (predetermined criteria) that allocate the mobile's resources to the selected 
mode (selecting a first protocol link from the plurality of available wireless protocol links 
based on a predetermined criteria) (column 1 1 , lines 58-66). Jones teaches that as a 
mobile station engages in a first-voice session using its first protocol mode of the first 
access system (establishing a first network connection through the first protocol link) 
and roams into, or enters into or otherwise begins operating into a location in which it 
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can communicate according to the first and/or second protocol mode, the mobile station 
may arbitrate between communicating between the first protocol mode or second 
protocol mode (column 12, lines 31-43) based on arbitration policies that include the 
relative signal strength of the first access system as compared to the second access 
system (detecting a change in status of the predetermined criteria of the first protocol 
link) (column 12, lines 6-21). If this arbitration policy were to be followed, the mobile 
station would be handed off by a common gateway (destination host) that facilitates 
hand-offs (column 9, lines 27-30) from the first protocol mode of the first access system 
to the second protocol mode of the second access system (selecting and establishing a 
second protocol link of a second network based on the change in status of the 
predetermined criteria such that the wireless device does not lose network 
communication with the destination host) (column 12, lines 44-56). 

Regarding claims 2 and 4, Jones teaches that the arbitration policy may 
comprise quality of service attributes or lowest relative cost (column 12, lines 6-21). 

Regarding claim 6, Jones discloses that the first access system comprises a 
base station (figure 4, item 422). 

Regarding claims 7-9 and 12-15, Jones teaches that the mobile station 
communicates with the first access system according to a first protocol. Therefore it is 
inherent to a skilled artisan that in order for the mobile station to communicate with a 
network, addresses must be assigned in order to identify the communication links 
established. 
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Regarding claim 1 1 , Jones teaches that the arbitration module receives a CDMA 
and a WLAN signal strength scale factor (liveness) check (column 25, lines 11-21). If 
the user is roaming into a WLAN logging on may be required (column 21, lines 25-27) 
therefore making the transition transparent to the user. 

Regarding claim 27, Jones teaches that the wireless device comprises a first and 
second transceiver (column 13, lines 1-5) and a CODEC module that demodulates and 
encodes (digital signal processor) (column 13, lines 20-29). The arbitration module 
renders the "connection logic" as described in regards to claim 1. 

Regarding claims 28 and 29, Jones teaches the mobile station ascertains and 
compares one more preferred network metrics (data comprising parameters related to 
the first/second protocol links) to one or more predefined thresholds (column 22, lines 
62-67). Therefore it is inherent that the mobile must store the metrics before a 
comparison may be made. 

Regarding claim 30, Jones shows a connection, or network interface, between a 

gateway (network communication control center) and two wireless networks (figure 1). 

Jones teaches that the gateway translates and routes data according to the appropriate 

protocol (column 9, lines 1-10). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobvibusness. 

5. Claims 16-21, 31, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jones et al. (US 6,879,600) (hereinafter Jones) in view of 
Dorenbosch et al. (US 2004/0028009) (hereinafter Dorenbosch). 

Regarding claims 16-18, 31, and 32, Jones discloses the limitations set forth in 
claims 1 and 30, but does not explicitly disclose generating a mapping table for mapping 
the wireless device to the first protocol, updating the mapping table to map the wireless 
device to the second protocol, and using a network address translation (NAT) table to 
route data to/from the wireless device from/to a network site. Dorenbosch discloses a 
method and apparatus for effecting a seamless handoff between IP connections (title). 
In the scope of the invention, a gateway provides Network Access Translation of an IP 
address between a cellular and WLAN network (pages 3, 4, paragraphs 26-28). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the gateway of Jones to include Network Access 
Translation, as taught by Dorenbosch, in order to substitute address values for 
application specific data and provide handoff from one IP connection to another. 

Regarding claim 19, the limitations are rejected as applied to claims 1 and 16. 
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Regarding claim 20, Jones teaches that the first and second access system may 
be a cellular or WLAN (plurality of service providers) (column 16, lines 29-64). 

Regarding claim 21, Jones teaches that an arbitration module with the mobile 
station may detect performance characteristics (health) of available networks(s) (column 
22, lines 25-38). 

6. Claims 22-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jones et al. (US 6,879,600) (hereinafter Jones) in view of Dorenbosch et al. (US 
2004/0028009) (hereinafter Dorenbosch) as applied to claim 21 above, and further in 
view of Moon et al. (US 6,804,532) (hereinafter Moon). 

Regarding claims 22, 24, 25, the combination of Jones and Dorenbosch 
discloses the limitations set forth in claim 21, but does not explicitly disclose that the 
mobile station comprises mobile connection logic for generating a prioritized wireless 
protocol links with signal strengths above a predetermined level. Moon discloses a 
system and method for re-routing communications based on link quality (abstract). In 
the scope of the invention, a mobile station includes a router that determines all 
potential links or paths available for communication (generating a list of wireless 
protocol links) (column 1 1 , lines 10-17). The router may select a communication path 
based on metrics that may be given any suitable weight (priority) (column 12, lines 23- 
34). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the combination of Jones and Dorenbosch, to allow 
the wireless device to include a router, as taught by Moon, in order for the wireless 
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device to communicate with other networks and stand-alone devices by handoff with 
different types of cellular networks or technologies. 

Regarding claim 23, Moon teaches that the metric may be a link quality that may 
be a received signal strength indication (column 10, lines 8-19). 

Regarding claim 26, Dorenbosch teaches that streams are encapsulated with IP 
address associated with the mobile station (page 4, paragraphs 27, 28). 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Fors et al. (US 2004/0146021) 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nam Huynh whose telephone number is 571-272-5970. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8 a.m. -5 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Eng can be reached on 571-272-7495. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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GEORGE ENG ' 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 




